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Foreword 

A recent cable by USAID Admmlstrator Brlan Atwood on 
"revltallzlng CDIEU called on the Center to deslgn and then gulde 
the actual lmplementatlon of a "comprehensible and slmplen system 
to measure Agency-level results, one whlch would complement the 
perfor~ance measurement systems already In place In the operatlng 
unlts 

To asslst In thls mandate, CDIE Dlrector Janet Ballantyne 
requested Annette Blnnendljk, CDIE1s Senlor Evaluation Advlsor, 
to form an lnternal CDIE worklng group to propose a deslgn for 
such an Agency system, bulldmg on prevlous efforts such as draft 
Agency results frameworks, lndlcator workshops, prototypes for 
automated results tracklng systems, etc The worklng group 
consisted of Annette Blnnendllk, Graham Kerr, Robert Baker, Anne 
Inserra, and Carolyn Barnes A detalled draft proposal for an 
Agency Strateglc Framework was prepared In May 1995 and revlsed 
In early June, based on comments from Scott Smlth, Marcla 
Bernbaum, Sharon Benollel and others 

A shorter paper and oral brleflng materials were also 
prepared whlch hlghllghted key elements of the proposed 
Framework Durlng July and August a serles of meetlngs were held 
throughout the Agency - -  wlth the reglonal and central bureaus, 
and wlth senlor management - -  to present the Strateglc Framework 
and to galn consensus and feedback on the proposed approach By 
the end of August, key elements of the proposed Agency Strateglc 
Framework had been thoroughly vetted and approved 

Thls report presents the deslgn for the USAID Strateglc 
Framework It 1s based on the dlscusslons of the CDIE Workmg 
Group and feedback from partlclpants of the renew and vettlng 
process The report addresses deslgn questions such as - -  What 
1s the USAID Strateglc Framework? How wlll lt be used? What are 
~ t s  components7 What IS ~ t s  substantive contents' How wlll 
performance be measured, analyzed, and reported' How wlll the 
strategic plans of the operatlng unlts wlll be llnked to 1t7 and 
other lssues 

1 See UNCLAS STATE 057992 dated 03/20/95, on lfRevltallzatlon 
of CDIEN 



USAID'S STRATEGIC FRAlMEWORK 
Executive Summary 

What 1s  lt? 

USAIDfs Strategic Framework 1s the hierarchy of the Agency's 
mlsslon, goals, objectlves, and program strategies taken from the 
Agency1 s strateglc plan (currently the Strategies for Sustalnabl  e 
Development and the Implementatzon Guldel lnes)  It not only 
summarizes Agency pollcy but also reflects the results bemg 
sought by Mzsslons and offlces (operatlng unlts) The Framework 
1s one of the tools the Agency uses to manage for results It 
1s a conceptual dlagram whlch illustrates the causal lmks 
between 

1 the Agency's mlsslon and the natlonal interests whlch 
USAID serves by fostermg sustainable development, 

2 the Agency goals and objectives and the Agency mlsslon 

3 the objectives wh~ch the operating unlts pursue to 
contribute to the achlevement of the Agency ob~ectlves, 
goals and mlsslon 

How can ~t be used? 

The Framework 1s a tool whlch can be used 

1 To communzcate the essence of the Agency's strategic 
plant 

2 To focus operat~ng unlt strategzc plans on Agency 
prlorltles, 

3 To contribute to management declszons, and 

4 To analyze and report results of Agency programs for 
lnternal and OMB renews, Congress, and the annual 
report requlred by the Government Performance and 
Results Act (GPRA) 



The Framework's strength comes from ~ t s  slmpllclty, but lt 
has xts llmltatlons Addltlonal tools are needed to analyze 
cross-cuttmg concerns, such as mtegratlon, sustaxnablllty, and 
partlclpatlon 

Components of the Framework 

Key levels of the Framework are 

* U.S. natlonal interests - -  considered In ldentlfylng 
reclplents of forelgn asslstance 

The Agency mrrsslon - -  USAID1s unlque contrlbutlon to 
those natlonal lnterests 

The Agency goals - -  the long-term sector goals whlch 
support the mlsslon 

The Agency objectives - -  slgnlflcant development 
oblectlves that contrlbute to Agency goals 

The Agencyprogram approaches - -  the program strategies 
that operating unlts use to achleve results whlch 
contrlbute to the Agency ob]ectlves 

Performance Indlcators 

Performance lndlcators are dlmenslons of goals or ob~ectlves 
whlch are measured to assess progress belng made towards the goal 
or ob~ectlve Baselines and targets are the values of 
performance lndlcators at the beglnnlng and end of the plannlng 
perlod 

Agency mlssxon There are no dlstlnct performance mdlcators 
at thls level Success In reachlng the Agency's mlsslon 1s 
determmed by examlnmg performance for each of the Agency 
goals 

Agency goals  Indlcators of goal achievement are changes In 
country characterlstlcs Goals are long-term (lo+ years) 
objectlves Changes In thelr lndlcators may be slow and only 
partially caused by USAID programs The targets established 
for the goal lndlcators are the "thresholdw values whlch 
show that USAID asslstance may no longer be needed In a 
sector 



Agency o b j e c t ~ v e s  Agency ob-~ ectlves are med~um term (5-8 
years) and them lndlcators are also country 
characterlstlcs Measurable change In thelr lndlcators may 
take several years Changes In these mdlcators are more 
dlrectly related to USAID programs than changes In goal 
lndlcators 

Agency program approaches The Agencyi s program approaches 
do not have requlred mdlcators Thelr lndlcators are 
derlved from the lndlcators belng used by operatlng unlts 
for thelr strateglc objectlves W~thln each approach we 
wlll assess the effectiveness of the strategies by analyzlng 
the performance lndlcators for the strateglc objectlves and 
lntermedlate results of the operatmg unlts 

Analys~s and Reporting 

Analysls and reporting on USAID1s progress wlll draw on 
varlous data sources and methods 

Agency nusslon and goals At thls level we wlll examlne and 
report on global, reglonal, and natlonal trends In key 
lndlcators taken, prlmarlly, from exlstlng lnternatlonal 
databases of development lndlcators 

Agency o b ~ e c t x v e s  Here we ask What progress are the 
countrles where we are workmg maklng towards achlevlng key 
objectlves In each sector? How does thelr progress compare 
wlth countrles not recelvlng our assistance' How do trends 
at t h ~ s  level compare wlth trends at the goal level? Are 
there management or technical Issues that requre further 
analysls7 Data wlll be drawn prlmarlly from lnternat~onal 
databases 

Agency program approaches Here we can examlne the 
approaches and expected and actual results from operatlng 
unlts uslng the same program strategy Wlthln each group we 
can examlne performance by analyzlng the changes In the 
lndlcator values of the strateglc objectlves and 
mtermedlate results and revlewlng the narrative 
explanations In annual performance reports Performance 
data on strateglc objectlves and lntermedlate results for 
all USAID asslsted countrles wlll soon be available on the 
automated, agencyLwlde, performance tracklng system 

Results can be "rolled upM from operatlng unlts In varlous 
ways to provlde a more complete plcture of the Agency's results 
and thelr slgnlflcance For example, we can aggregate results 
across countrles and look at reglonal trends when operatmg unlts 



have the same objectlves and mdlcators We can report and 
compare progress belng made wlthln a group of unlts pursulng the 
same strategy We can compare the progress of unlts usmg 
different strategies to reach the same Agency objectlve --  
mterpretlng the results wlth caut~on We can assess Agency 
contrlbutlons to changes In country condltlons by comparmg 
trends In country level lndlcators wlth trends In strategic 
objectlve and result lndlcators We can ldentlfy successes and 
fallures to provlde a basls for further investlgatlon Thls 
performance mformatlon wlll help gulde management declslons 

Performance Measurement and Evaluatlon 

Both performance measurement and evaluatlon are requlred to 
ensure that Agency resources are deployed most effectively 
towards Agency goals and mlsslon They are dlstlnct, but 
complementary, ways of obtaining information for decisions 

Managers use performance measurement to track then results 
The core of the system 1s a clearly deflned hierarchy of 
objectlves, whlch 1s derlved from development theory and 
practrcal experience A llmlted set of performance 
lndlcators for each objectlve 1s measured to assess progress 
towards that obj ectlve Performance measurement answers 
questlons about "whether and xf1I results are belng achleved 
on schedule 

Evaluatlon can answer managers1 questlons about "how and 
why" results are, or are not, belng achleved They can 
examlne both lntended and unintended results and more 
complex lssues such as sustalnablllty They enable us to go 
far beyond performance measurement to examine and descrlbe 
the fuller lmpacts of our actlvltles Performance measures 
are useful In evaluatlon but they provlde only a small 
portlon of the lnformatlon requlred for lmpact assessment 
and management declslons Evaluations provlde speclflc 
management recommendations for lmprovements 

To analyze and report our results we need both systems 
Soon USAID wlll have a broad base of performance data regardmg 
all ~ t s  programs We can use thls lnformatlon to plan our 
evaluations more strategically - -  whlch In turn wlll lmprove our 
performance measures Both systems are essential for managlng for 
results 



The USAID Strategic Framework 

USAID8s leadership 
urgently needs a system for 
measurmg, monltorlng and 
reportsng to Congress on 
Agency-level results for key 
development objectives The 
system should be slmple and 
straightforward -- capable of 
comparing and aggregating 
results across countries in 
whlch USAID operates It 
should also be useful to 
senlor management as a tool 
for making strategic decisions 
about programs, based on 
performance and achievement of 
results Moreover, it should 
bulld upon the strategic plans 
of the operating units by 
linking their strategic 
objectives to broader Agency- 
level goals and ob-Jectives 

Thls paper describes such 
a system, called the Agency 
Strateglc Framework, and 
responds to a number of key 
design questions such as 

- - What lt is 

- - How ~t wlll be used 

- - Its components 
(structure) 

- - Its contents (object~ve 
statements) 

- - How the operat~ng unlts' 
strategic plans wlll be 
llnked to the Framework 

- - How performance will be 
measured (lndlcators, 
targets, data sources) 

- -  How results wlll be 
analyzed and reported 

- - How costs mlght be llnked 
to results 

- - How evaluation 
complements performance 
monitoring data 

- - How the Agency Strategic 
Framework responds to 
GPRA requirements 

What Is t h e  Agency 
Stra teglc  Framework? 

The Agency Strategic 
Framework is a simple, 
explicit schematic of USAID's 
mlssion of sustainable 
development and the Agency 
goals, ob-~ectives and program 
approaches that contribute to 
it The Framework is based on 
the Agency's broad policy and 
strategy statements as 
outllned ln S t r a t e g ~ e s  for 
Sus talnable Development and 
the related Implementation 
Guldelznes, translating thls 
narrative Into preclse 
ob~ectlve statements and 
quantltatlve measures for 
assessing change It also 
reflects the results belng 
sought by Mlsslons and offlces 



(operatlng unlts) It 1s a 
conceptual dlagram whlch 
illustrates the causal lmks 
between 

- - The Agency's mlsslon of 
sustalnable development 
and the U S natlonal 
interests ~t fosters 

-- Agency sectoral goals and 
objectlves and the 
Agency's overall mlsslon, 
and 

- - Operating unltsf 
strateglc objectlves and 
the Agency goals and 
objectlves 

The Agency Strateglc 
Framework and associated 
lndlcators provlde a frame of 
reference for assessing 
whether the broad sustalnable 
development changes that USAID 
wants to see are occurring or 
not In key strateglc areas of 
concern, such as broad-based 
economlc growth, protectlng 
the environment, bu~ldlng 
democracies, stablllzlng the 
World's population and 
protectmg human health It 
also wlll monltor the Agency's 
performance In savlng llves 
and reduclng suffering In 
emergency sltuatlons The 
Framework presents the essence 
of the Agency's pollcy In 
graphlc form, wlth clear and 
easy-to-understand statements 
of objectlves 

It 1s called USAID1s 
Strateglc Framework rather 
than Agency Results Framework 
for several reasons Flrst, 
usmg the term vresults" mlght 
be mlsleadlng, slnce many of 
the outcomes embodled In the 
Framework are not the dlrect 

results of the Agency's 
actlvltles, but rather are 
changes and trends USAID would 
llke to see In developing 
country condltlons In other 
words, USAID contributes to 
these changes but does not 
dlrectly cause them to occur 
Also, we wanted to avold 
confusion wlth "results 
frameworksu, the term used to 
descrlbe the h~erarchy of 
objectlves In operatlng unlts' 
strateglc plans 

How Wl11 the Framework Be 
Used? 

The USAID Strateglc 
Framework 1s a management tool 
that can be used 

(1) To communicate the essence 
of USAID1s strategzc plan - -  
by clearly artlculatlng 
Agency-level goals, 
ob J ectlves , and program 
strategies 

(2) To focus the operatlng 
unztsl strategx plans - -  1 e 
ensure then strateglc 
objectlves and mtermedlate 
results are expllcltly related 
to Agencywlde prlorltles 

(3) To monztor, analyze and 
report results of Agency 
programs - -  for lnternal and 
external performance renews 
and reportlng requirements 
For example, the annual USAID 
program performance report, 
GPRA reportmg, Congressional 
Presentations and testimony, 
OMB Sprlng Renews, etc 

(4) To contrxbute to strategxc 
management deczsxons - -  on 



program dlrectlons and 
resource allocations by 
provldlng relevant lnformatlon 
on program performance and 
results achleved 

Components of the 
Framework 

The Agency Strategic 
Framework consxsts of several 
levels of objectives arranged 
hlerarchlcally, so that lower 
level ob3ectlves are logically 
llnked to hlgher levels ln 
cause-and-effect (or cham-of- 
evidence) relationships 
Lower level objectlves tend to 
be medlum-term and more 
directly related to USAID 
activltles, whereas higher 
level objectlves are long 
range and further removed 

Components of the 
Framework, from hlghest to 
lowest are 

U . S .  natlonal lnterests  - 
- considered in 
xdentieylng recipients of 
forelgn assistance 

The Agency mlssxon - - 
USAID1s unique 
contribution to those 
natlonal lnterests and 
the ultimate purpose of 
the Agency's programs 

The Agency goals - - the 
long-term sectoral goals 
whlch contrlbute to 
USAIDts mxsslon 

The Agency o Q e c t ~ v e s  - -  
slgnlflcant development 
objectlves that 
contributes to the 
achievement of Agency 

goals Typically, several 
Agency ob] ect lves 
contrlbute to each Agency 
goal 

The Agency program 
approaches - - the 
speclflc program 
strategies or 
lntewentlon approaches 
that operating units use 
to achieve results that 
contribute to an Agency 
ob j ectlve Several 
program approaches 
typically contrlbute to 
each Agency objectlve 

Flgures 1 and 2 deplct the 
components (hierarchical 
levels) of the Agency 
Strategic Framework 

A number of lssues 
regarding the Framework's 
structure are discussed below 

How many levels of objectzves 
should the Framework have? 

One key issue is how many 
levels of objectlves are 
necessary and sufficient for 
analyzing Agency performance? 
Is the lowest level of 
objectlve (1 e Agency program 
approaches) necessary or In 
the lnterests of "keeping it 
slmple117 

On the one hand, several 
reasons can be ralsed for not 
lncludlng the lowest level 
Too many levels of ob3ectlves, 
each wlth one or more 
xndlcators, mlght defeat the 
purpose of the Framework as a 
slmple management and 
reportmg tool for senlor 
managers Whlle there 1s only 
one Agency mlsslon, flve 



Agency goals and elghteen 
Agency objectlves, there are 
well over 70 program 
approaches Thus, at thls 
lowest level, thlngs get 
pretty dlverse and complex 
Pollcy guldance In Strategjres 
for Sus t a m a b l  e Development 
regarding what the ob~ectlves 
mlght be at thls level are 
less clear-cut than at hlgher 
levels Also, ldentifymg 
cross-country comparable 
lnd~cators to measure progress 
for Agency program approaches 
are more dlfflcult than at the 
Agency objectlve and goal 
levels 

On the other hand, there 
are several arguments In favor 
of addlng the lowest level - -  
program approaches Achlevmg 
development 1s a long term 
busmess, and many of the 
results at the Agency 
objectlve level, are 
relatively medlum- to long- 
term and would not show 
"progressm annually For 
example, lnfant mortallty rate 
lndlcators for an Agency 
objectlve of reduclng chlld 
mortallty mlght not show 
change but every flve years or 
so USAID1s leadershlp has a 
need to be able to show some 
evldence of results In the 
shorter-term For example, as 
mlght be done by annually 
monltorlng changes ln chlld 
lmmunlzatlon rqtes for a 
USAID-supported vaccmatlon 
program Also, results at a 
program approach level would 
be more self-evidently 
attributable to USAID programs 
and therefore desirable to 
monltor and report on 

Furthermore, even ~f ~t 

were declded that, for 
slmpllclty, reportlng on 
progress for USAID senlor 
leadershlp and for external 
audiences (e g for Congress, 
GPRA, etc 1 would conslst only 
of reportlng down to the 
Agency objectlve level, ~t 
st111 mlght be very useful for 
lnternal management purposes 
to monltor the shorter-term, 
program-level results For 
example, for comparing the 
relatlve effectiveness of 
alternative program approaches 
or strategles for achlevlng a 
glven Agency objectlve 

Ultimately, lt was 
declded that the Framework 
should include all of the 
proposed levels of objectlves 
- U S natlonal Interests, 
Agency mlsslon, goals, 
objectlves and program 
approaches However, standard 
or cross-country mdlcators 
would only be ldentlfled for 
Agency goals and ob~ect~ves 
Whlle performance and results 
of Agency program approaches 
would also be measured, 
analyzed and reported, 
comparablllty would 
necessarily be llmlted 

What should the lowest level 
be called? 

Another questlon ralsed 
was what the lowest level of 
ob~ectlve of the Framework 
should be called Optlons 
discussed Included strategles, 
program strategles, program 
obj ectlves, program 
approaches, sub-objectives, 
supporting object~ves, 
strategy outcomes, strategy 
results, and others Whlle 
"strategles" or "program 
strategles" was lnltlally 



favored, during the review 
process several concerns were 
raised For example, the term 
strategies might be confused 
wlth its broader usage in the 
Strategies for Sustaznable 
Development Paper Also, 
strategies implied too much 
central direction, and might 
be misinterpreted as limiting 
Mlssions options Yet 
another concern was that 
strategies might be associated 
too much wlth means rather 
than with results In the 
end, the term program 
approaches was selected 

What is wabove~~ the Agency 
mxssxon level? Should we 
address national secur~ty 
goals? 

A level of objective 
"aboveI1 the Agency misslon 
level gives the key U S 
national interests towards 
which the Agency contributes 
(See figure 1) However, 
there will be no attempt to 
develop indicators or measure 
progress towards national 
foreign policy/security 
interests 

Should there be regxonal- 
\ 

and/or global-level 
ob-j ectzves? 

On the questlon of 
reglonal ob~ectlves, it was 
declded the Framework should 
not be complicated by adding 
another level to accommodatf 
reglon-speclflc objectlves 
However, the country-level 
lndlcators and data used to 
monltor trends towards 
Agencywlde objectlves can 
easlly be analyzed on a 
reglon-speclflc basls, I£ 

deslred, simply by grouplng or 
aggregating country-level 
results by reglon 

Similarly, we considered 
whether global-level 
objectives might be needed, 
for example to handle "globaln 
objectives such as reducing 
the threat of global climate 
change, or stabilizing world 
population However, given 
the vast majority of Agency 
efforts are country-speclfic 
rather than global In nature, 
we did not see the need to add 
another level to the 
Framework, in the interests of 
keeping it as simple as 
possible Country-level data 
can be aggregated to the 
global level in cases where 
the Agency is interested in 
global results, for example, 
by summarizmg trends in world 
population growth from the 
country-specific trends 

Should the Framework xnclude 
cross-cutting ~ssues? 

To keep the Framework 
simple and comprehensible, it 
does not explicitly 
accommodate cross-cutting 
concerns such as 
participation, sustainabllity 
or integration Other tools 
are needed to analyze them 

Contents  of the Framework 

Artlculatlng objective 
statements and galnlng 
consensus for the hlgher 
levels of the Framework were 
relatively easler than for the 
lower levels The Agency 
mlsslon, Agency goals and to 
some extent Agency objectlves 
were falrly easlly drawn from 



the S t r a  t e g ~ e s  for Sus t a ~ n a b l  e 
Development Clarlf ylng and 
galnlng agreement on Agency 
objectives and program 
approaches for each of the 
flve goal areas (referred to 
as the sectoral frameworks) 
was accomplished through a 
partlclpatory process 
involving a serles of sectoral 
working group rneetlngs and 
workshops coordmated by CDIE 
The objectlve statements 
agreed upon ln thls 
collaborative process are 
presenFed below and In Flgures 
3 - 9  

Nat~onal foreign polzcy 
~nterests 

By promoting sustaxnable 
development, USAID contributes 
to four U natlonal 
~nterests 

U S economic secur l  t y  
promoted 

U S pro tec t ed  a g a l n s t  
s p e c l f i  c global  dangers 

0 Prospects  for peace and 
prosper1 t y  enhanced 

Humanz ta r zan  and o t h e r  
complex crlses prevented 

Agency missLon 

It xs clear from 
S t r a t e g z e s  for Sus taznable  
Development - -  

USAID1s mlsslon IS 
fostering s u s t a m a b l e  

4 devel  opmen t 

Agency goals 

There are flve Agency 

goals Four relate to broad 
sectoral areas that are 
considered fundamental to 
ach~evlng sustainable 
development, whlle the flfth 
relates to humanltarlan and5 
post-crlsls transltlon ald 
Stated as results, the flve 
Agency goals are 

a Broad -based economl c 
growth achleved 

0 Sustaznabl e democracies 
b u l l  t 

World 's  population 
s t a b z l l z e d  and human 
h e a l t h  p ro t ec t ed  In a 
sus ta lnabl  e f a sh lon  

0 Environment managed for 
long-  term s u s t a l n a b l l l  t y  

Lives saved,  s u f f  e r zng  
reduced,  and development 
po ten t la1  reinforced 

Flgure 3 graphically deplcts 
the U S natlonal ~nterests, 
the Agency mlsslon, and Agency 
goals 

Agency object~ves and p r o m  
approaches 

Each Agency goal 1s 
comprised of several (3-5) 
Agency obj ectlves They are 
presented In Flgure 4 

Slmllarly, each Agency 
obj ectxve typically has 
several (3 -7) program 
approaches whlch the operatxng 
unlts may follow to achleve an 
Agency objectlve They are 
described In the flve sectoral 
frameworks (one for each 
Agency goal), see Fxgures 5 - 
9 



The participatory process 
for determining the contents 
of the five sectoral 
frameworks (1 e statements of 
Agency objectlves and program 
approaches under ezch of the 
five Agency goals) took place 
over several months and were 
just recently f inalized (end 
of August 1995) The sectoral 
working groups had access to a 
number of materials prepared 
by CDIE to consider in their 
efforts, In addltlon to the 
USAID S t r a t e g l e s  f o r  
Sus ta lnabl  e  Development and 
the Impl ementatzon Guldellnes 
These included the "1995 Draft 
Results Frameworku and the 
earller 1993 "PRISM Analytical 
FrameworksM (based on grouping 
or nclusterlngn actual Mission 
strateglc ob~ectives, before 
there was central pollcy 
guidance) The worklng groups 
were asked to follow the 
crlteria and guldellnes 
outllned below ln deciding on 
the ob~ective statements for 
their sectoral frameworks The 
sector working groups were 
comprised of sectoral experts 
from withln CDIE, PPC 
(sectoral advisors), the 
Global centers, regional 
bureaus, etc 

While the sectoral 
frameworks have been 
"finallzedI1 for now, a process 
for revisiting them 
periodically (perhaps bl- 
annually or annually) wlll be 
established, so that they can 
be lmproved and updated as we 
learn more and as Agency 
pollcles and strategies are 
revlsed 

Below are crlterla and 
other guldellnes developed for 

the sectoral worklng groups to 
refer to when finallzing their 
sectoral frameworks and 
objective statements 

What crxterxa should be 
followed for decxdxng on the 
Framework's contents? 

The following crlteria 
should be considered in 
selecting and stating 
objectives for the framework 
To the extent possible, the 
objectives should be 

precise and simple 
statements -- that the 
Agency's stakeholders 
and customers will 
understand and support 

statements of results, 
not means or actlons 

objective and measurable 

logically consistent 
among levels (reflect 
cause-effect linkages) 

based on the Agency's 
policy papers, S t ra t eg l e s  
f o r  Sus t a ~ n a b l  e 
Development and the 
Impl ementatlon Guldel lnes 

reflective of actual 
strateglc objectlves and 
program results of the 
operating unlts 

It mav not always be 
posslble to satisfy all of 
these crlter~a, and they 
should therefore be treated 
more as guldlng prlnclples 
than rlgld crlterla There may 
be tradeoffs among some of 



these crlterla For example, 
"polltlcalu crlterla (e g 
what results the Agency 
leadershlp wants to emphasize) 
may confllct wlth "technlcalU 
crlterla (e g logically 
consistent, unidlmensional, 
etc ) The over-rldlng concern 
should be to make the 
Framework and ~ t s  statements 
of ob] ectlves simple, clear 
and preclse, and something 
that the Agency's leadershlp 
wlll ldentlfy wlth, embrace as 
then own, and f m d  useful for 
making strategic programming 
declslons and for reporting on 
results to Congress and the 
publlc 

Should all levels of 
objectxves follow these same 
crr terlao 

For example, should all 
of the objectlve statements be 
stated as ~f they were results 
or outcomes7 We belleved they 
should be, lf posslble Also, 
the statements at the two 
hlghest levels, Agency misslon 
and Agency goals, should be 
phrased as slmply as posslble 
and as close as posslble to 
the phrases used In the 
S t ra  t e g l e s  f o r  Sustalnabl  e 
Development (e g in the 
chapter head~ngs) Thls would 
help avoid protracted 
dlscusslons and mnumerable 
alternative verslons of goal 
statements 

Slmllarly, should Agency 
goals and objectives always be 
unldlmenslonal? Clearly, one 
of the goals, as stated In 
Stra t e g l e s  for sustainable 
Development 1s not 
unldlmenslonal 1 e 
ItStablllzlng world population 

and protecting human health " 
It may not be posslble or 
desirable to change thls to 
satlsfy the crlterla Other of 
the Agency goals, although 
perhaps more subtlely, also 
have multlple dlmenslons For 
example, "Encouraging broad- 
based economlc growthN has a 
growth and a dlstrlbutlon 
dlrnenslon 

To the extent posslble, 
these crlterla were to be 
appl~ed In the process of 
determlnlng the contents of 
the Framework's objectlve 
statements 

How rntop downM versus llbottom 
upr1 should the Framework be? 

To what extent should the 
substantlve contents of the 
Framework reflect Agency 
objectlves and programs as 
recommended In the Strategies 
for Sus tamabl  e Development 
Paper, versus emerge from a 
review of commonly sought 
objectlves and frequently used 
program approaches among the 
Missions? For example, what 
I£ there is a confllct between 
new pollcy dlrectlon and what 
Mlsslons have been doing? 

The Framework should 
d e f l n l t e l y  be based upon the 
Agency's new policy guldance, 
but lt should also be 
reflective of what Mlssions 
are actually pursuing, to the 
extent they're compatible 
Dlscrepancles should be 
flagged In general, lt 
should be relatively easy to 
ldentlfy Agency goals and 
oblectlves from the pollcy 
guldance, whereas Agency 
program approaches may be more 



dependent on an analysis of 
what Mlssions are doing 

How comprehens~ve should the 
Framework be? 

A related issue regarding 
contents of the Framework is 
how  comprehensive^ lt should 
be of all possible Agency 
objectlves and program 
approaches (both as stated rn 
the broader policy statements 
and as reflected in what USAID 
Mlssions are actually doing), 
versus "keeping it slmpleu and 
includrng just "coreI1 
objectives For example, if an 
Agency objective or program 
approach 1s only infrequently 
pursued by Mlssions, need it 
be included in the Framework? 
What if lt is a new objective 
emphasized In the S t r a t e g l e s  
for Sus taxnab1 e Development 
Paper, but as yet no or few 
Mlssions are pursuing 1t3 
Conversely, what if many 
Mlssions share an objective, 
but lt 1s not mentloned In the 
Strategrres guidance7 

These Issues are mostly 
be a concern at the program - - 
approach level In general, 
the following crlterla might 
be applled in declding whether 
or not to include a program 
approach 

a Include it I£ lt 1s 
explicitly mentioned In 
the S t r a t e g l e s  f o r  
Sus ta lnabl  e Development 
or Implementation papers 

Exclude xt I£ lt 1s 
expllcltly prohlblted or 
discouraged In the 
guldance 

Include it I£ it is a 
core program approach 
frequently followed by 
Missions and I£ ~t IS not 
explicitly prohlbrted by 
the guldance 

Exclude lt I£ lt is not 
mentioned in the gurdance 
and I£ only a few 
Missions are following 
the strategy 

Some have suggested that 
the Framework should not only 
include USAID objectives and 
programs, but also should 
address the full range of 
development activities belng 
pursued by development 
partners This would broaden 
and complicate the Framework 
considerably, and the Working 
Group advlsed agalnst this 

Lmkmg Strategic Plans 
of Operat~ng Unlts t o  the 
Agency Strategic 
Framework 

One of the most crucial, 
yet trrcky, aspects of 
designing an Agency-level 
system for measuring progress 
across countries and programs 
1s how to mtegrate or llnk 
the exlstlng strategic plans 
of the operating unlts, each 
wlth them own uniquely stated 
objectlves, to the broader 
Agency Framework 

Currently, there are 
hundreds of unlquely stated 
Mlss~on-level strateg~c 
ob~ectlves Even when the 
underlying actlvltles and 
thelr purposes are essentially 
the same that of other 



Mlsslons, they often are 
stated differently One key 
advantage of an Agencywlde 
Framework 1s that lt has the 
potentlal for brlnglng some 
order to thls diversity 
However, how can thls be 
accomplished wlthout ~t 
becomlng a "straight-jacket" 
forclng Mlsslons to accept 
lnapproprlate objectlves glven 
t h e n  country condltlons? 

In developing the Agency 
Strateglc Framework, certain 
prlnclples were followed It 
should be built on and 
complement exlstmg Mlsslon- 
level strateglc plans and 
performance measurement 
systems, contlnue to support 
managing-for-results at the 
Mlsslon-level, and allow 
flexlblllty when necessary to 
reflect country-speclflc 
condltlons and needs 
Furthermore, the system should 
be helpful to Mlssions by 
asslstmg them to select among 
objectives that are Agency 
prlorltles, to develop more 
loglcal strateglc plans, and 
to chose more approprlate and 
comparable lndlcators 

Guldance should be 
developed, preferably vla an 
automated, lnteractlve, menu- 
drlven program, that asslsts 
operating unlts In the 
selection from the Agency 
Strateglc Framework, those 
Agency goals, ob~ectlves, and 
program approaches that most 
closely "fltgf thelr own 
strateglc objectlves and 
mtermedlate results Thls 
could be bullt lnto the IRM1s 
automated results tracklng 
(performance monltorlng and 
reporting) system now bemg 
developed 

For example, a Mlsslon 
would begln by choosmg from 
among the Framework's flve 
Agency goals those they were 
pursumg If they selected 
llenvlronment managed for long- 
term sustalnabllltyu for 
example, they would then be 
asked to select from among a 
number of Agency envlronmental 
objectlves (e g decreased 
urban and lndustrlal 
pollution, mcreased provlslon 
of environmentally sound 
energy services, blologlcal 
dlverslty conserved, etc ) 
those that matched thelr 
Mlsslonls own envlronmental 
objectlve Once the Agency 
objectlve was selected, the 
Mlsslon would once agaln be 
asked to select from among the 
llst of relevant Agency 
program approaches those they 
were supportlng For example, 
I£ the Misslon selected the 
Agency objectlve of 
Nblologlcal dlverslty 
~onserved'~, they would then be 
asked to select from a 
relevant menu of lower-level 
program approaches (e g 
~mproved management of 
protected areas, promot~ng 
sustainable use of blologlcal 
resources, or supportlng ex- 
sltu conservation of genet~c 
d~verslty) 

In thls way, Mlsslons 
would, In effect, be asked to 
"hook mtoU the broader Agency 
Framework If a Mlsslonls own 
objectlves dld not fit- 
logically lnto the hierarchy 
of the Agency Framework, the 
system should allow them the 
flexlblllty to use and report 
on thelr own unlque 
objectlves Especially at the 
Agency program approach level, 
where there 1s llkely to be 



alot of dlverslty, flexiblllty 
to go beyond the Framework and 
add Mlsslon-speclflc 
strategies will be important 6 

A related, troubling 
aspect of how to best merge 
existing Mission strategic 
plans mto an Agencywlde 
system, is how to handle the 
lssue of what's in then 
Itmanageable mterest 
Currently, Mlsslons define 
strategic ob~ectives as what's 
wlthin then manageable 
interest (1 e what the 
Mission 1s willing to be held 
accountable for ach~evlng) 
Different Mlsslons, because of 
dlfferent condltlons (e g 
levels of resources, seventy 
of problems to be overcome, 
other donors1 involvement, 
etc ) ,  may reasonably claim 
that them "manageable 
lnterestl1 to achleve results 
are at dlfferent objective 
levels of the Agency 
Framework, even I£ they share 
a slmilar program approach 
For example, while one Mission 
with a family planning program 
may feel achieving an increase 
In contraceptive prevalence is 
wlthln ~ t s  "manageable 
mterestl:, another Mission 
wlth a simllar program might 
aim much higher, clalming . 
reduced fertlllty rates as ~ t s  
strategic objectlve A slmple 
way of dealmg wlth thls 
problem would be to ask 
Mlsslons, when worklng down 
the Framework's levels of 
oby ectlves, to slmply 'If lag" 
the level ~t belleves to be 
wlthln 1t7 own manageable 
lnterest 

Flgures 10 and 11 show 
the llnk between the Agency 

Strategic Framework and the 
operating unltsl results 
frameworks 

Selecting Performance 
Indicators 

A mam purpose of 
creating the Agency Strategic 
Framework 1s to enable USAID 
to measure, rnonltor, analyze, 
and report on results 
Worldwide for key Agency goals 
and objectives To create a 
system capable of comparing 
and aggregating results across 
countries xn whlch USAID 
operates, one loglcal approach 
is to develop indlcators with 
standard deflnltlons (to be 
used comparatively across 
countries) for each objectlve 
wherever posslble But are 
such indlcators appropriate 
for every level of ob~ectlve 
of the Framework? Probably 
not We wlll not identlfy 
indicators for U S national 
interests nor for the Agency 
mlsslon Also, at the lowest 
level - -  of program approaches 
--  use of standard, cross- 
country comparable xndicators 
may ln many cases not be 
posslble or desirable, as 
discussed below 

Identifying indlcators to 
monitor results at various 
levels of the Framework is 
currently In progress CDIE 
has co-sponsored a serles of 
"Indicator Workshopsn In key 
Agency goal areas, lncludlng 
the environment, democracy, 
broad-based economlc growth, 
and humanltarlan assistance 
As a startlng polnt for these 
workshops, CDIE prepared 
background materials, 



~ncluding compllatlons of 
relevant lndlcators used by 
Mlsslons, llstlngs of 
"candldatew lndicators for 
consideration, and mformation 
on exlstlng international 
databases wlth standard 
mdlcators and data sources 
Crlter~a for appropriately 
selectmg indicators were also 
discussed (see section below) 

Indicator development for 
the Agency goals and 
objectlves LS scheduled to be 
completed by the end of 
September 1995 Whlle 
identifying lndlcators for 
Agency program approaches has 
already begun, reaching 
consensus and closure wlll 
take more tlme 

Which levels of objectlves 
should have Ind~cators? 

The paragraphs below 
summarize whlch levels of the 
Framework should have 
indicators and why 

U.S. natzonal Interests, 
Agency mlsszon and goals 

At the hlghest levels of 
the Framework, U S national 
lnterests, the Agency misslon 
and Agency goal levels, 
flnding and using appropriate 
lndlcators to measure progress 
may face severe constraints 
Flrst of all, because of thelr 
long term nature, the 
tlmeframe for seelng some 
l1 movement or progress mlght 
be very slow indeed (1 e 
measured In decades), and thus 
would not be of much interest 
to senlor managers and 
Congress who want to see 
results In the short- or 
rnedlum-term (e g annually or 

at least every few years) 
Secondly, there are problems 
of multldlmenslonallty For 
example, the Agency mlssion of 
sustainable development is not 
unldnnensional Similarly, 
many of the Agency goals 
appear to have more than one 
dimension In such cases, lt 
might be posslble to develop 
or fmd appropriate "composite 
mdexes", comprised of several 
key mdlcators from lower- 
level ob jectlves For 
example, the "Freedom House 
Indexn might be used to gauge 
progress towards the goal of 
building democracy 
Alternatively, selecting a few 
indicators to represent 
different aspects of an Agency 
goal mlght work For example, 
uslng l ~ f e  expectancy and 
populat~on growth rates might 
satlsfactorlly represent the 
goal of stabilizing population 
growth and protecting human 
health 

Despite these 
difficulties, the search for 
findlng a few appropriate, 
cross-country comparable 
lndlcators to track progress 
for each Agency goal 1s 
considered desirable and is 
underway USAID leadership 
should find lt very useful to 
be able to show trends towards 
flve key goals (1 e lt would 
be much slmpler than dealmg 
wlth some 18 Agency 
objectlves) 

We recommend ldentlfylng 
lndlcators for the Agency 
goals, but not for the Agency 
mlsslon nor for natlonal 
Interests 



Agency ob J ec t lves 

Indicators for the Agency 
objective level are important 
for several reasons They are 
relatively easy to measure 
(of ten wlth already existing, 
commonly accepted standard 
indicators), often 
unldimensional, and frequently 
available from existlng 
international databases They 
typically will show "changeg1 
every few years On the other 
hand, they are more likely to 
represent primarily country 
development trends that can 
only indirectly be associated 
wlth USAID programs, rather 
than more direct, self-evldent 
measures of program lmpacts 

Agency program approaches 

At the lowest level, of 
program approaches, one runs 
into the posslble constramt 
that they may be less lgresults 
or outcomesu than "actions or 
meansn and they may be 
difficult to measure or 
quantify Internationally 
comparable indicators are less 
lxkely to already exlst at 
this level, nor wlll data be 
readily available from 
international sources Also, 
the Muniquenessu of USAID 
programs and country settings 
makes the posslbllities for 
findlng appropriate, cross- 
country comparable indlcators 
very llmlted Flnally, I£ 
indicators are requlred at 
thls level, the total number 
of lndlcators belng monitored 
would become qulte hlgh (The 
number of program approaches 
number over 70, wlth each 
havlng one or more 
~ndlcators) 

On the other hand, lf 
indlcators of results could be 
devlsed at thls level, chances 
are they will I1moveu faster 
(1 e show progress xn a 
relatively short tlme span, 
maybe annually), which would 
be very desirable Also, if 
we're interested ln getting at 
Agency-attribution, or results 
that are more closely linked 
with our program efforts, then 
monitoring indicators at the 
program approach level is 
important Mlssions would 
need to track these 

Over the next year, 
efforts will be made to 
identlfy mdicators for 
suggested use by operating 
unlts at the program approach 
level, where possible and 
appropriate Some program 
approaches may lend themselves 
more easily to identifying 
cross-country comparable 
indicators than others 
However, indlcators at thls 
level will be treated 
differently and more 
cautiously than those at the 
higher levels of the 
Framework Rather than bemg 
"requlredI1 as at higher 
levels, indlcators for program 
approaches should be 
"suggestedw only, and be based 
as much as posslble on what 
Mlssions have found useful and 
feasible to collect Whereas 
an effort should be made to 
share experience and encourage 
use of common lndlcators for 
slmllar program strategies In 
slmllar settings, ~t should be 
recognized that dlverslty of 
actlvltles, approaches and 
country condltlons may dlctate 
agalnst routine use of common 
lndlcators at thls level 



See Flgure 12 for a 
summary of the proposed 
treatment of lndlcators for 
each level of the Framework 

What crzter~a should be 
followed In selectlng 
zndzcators~ 

General criterla for 
selectlng mdicators to 
measure country progress 
towards the objectlves 
outllned In the Framework are 
that they should be 

a dlrect measure of the 
obj ectlve 

quantifiable, measurable 
and comparable across 
countries, to the extent 
posslble 

hlgh quality - -  valld, 
accurate, reliable, 
verlflable, and measured 
regularly (at reasonable, 
agreed-upon ~ntervals) 

value neutral (1 e not 
Indicate dlrectlon such 
as "increase or 
decrease " ) 

dlsaggregated, as 
appropriate (e g by sex, 
ethnlc group) 

numbers adequate but not 
excessive (generally 
llmlted to 1 -3 
lndlcators per ob~ectlve) 

practical - -  feaslble and 
low-cost to collect At 
 he hlgher levels e g 
Agency goals and 
objectlves, avallablllty 
of data from exlstlng 

international sources 1s 
a key factor At the 
lower program approach 
level, whlch 1s lfcloser" 
to USAID programs, data 
sources for lndlcators 
are more llkely to have 
to be generated by the 
USAID Mlsslons or host 
country sources 

Indlvldual mdlcators may 
not be able to satisfy all 
these crlterla Tradeoffs 
obviously exlst among some of 
the crlterla (e g between 
quallty and practlcallty) and 
thus selection of lndlcators 
must welgh the advantages and 
disadvantages of each 
posslblllty 

The crlterla may also not 
apply equally well to all 
levels of objectlves For 
example, as already discussed, 
findlng quantltatlve and 
cross-country comparable 
lndlcators for the program 
approach level may be 
difficult or lmposslble In 
many cases 

How Mzsszons rmght be ass~sted 
w ~ t h  znd~cator vmenusH 

For years now, Mlsslons 
have looked to 
USAID/Washington, especially 
to CDIE, Global, and Reglonal 
Bureau speclallsts, to help 
them identlfy appropriate 
indicators for measuring 
achievement of objectives In 
then strategic plans, and to 
asslst them In settlng 
appropriate targets, flnd 
data sources, etc The 
Agency Strzltqlc Framework and 
~ t s  associated lndlcators can 
help Mlsslons further In thls 
regard 



Especially I£ an 
automated, interactive, menu- 
drlven system is developed to 
asslst Mlsslons In selectmg 
among Agency goals, 
objectlves, and program 
approaches (as has been 
suggested above), lt would be 
relatively easy to add on, for 
each speclfic ob~ective, 
"menusN of appropriate 
~ndlcators, along with their 
deflnltions, rationales, 
typical data colle~ttlon 
sources and techniques, 
frequency of collection, and 
posslbly even 
~nternal/external benchmarks 
of performance (targets) 

For example, suppose a 
Mlsslon has matched xts 
strategic objective with the 
Agency objective of 
"sustaxnable reduction in 
chlld mortalltyI1 A menu 
system mlght suggest 
lndlcators that are commonly 
used and comparable across 
countrxes, such as infant 
mortality rate, and chlld 
(under 5) mortality rate 
Detalled deflnltions and other 
guxdance/lnformation on these 
lndlcators would also be part 
of the program At the next 
level, I£ for example the 
Mlssion selected "increasing 
the use of hlgh quallty, 
sustamable servlcesn as then 
program approach, the menu 
mlght suggest lndlcators such 
as percent of dlarrhea cases 
In chlldren treated wlth oral 
rehydratlon salts, percent of 
population wlth regular access 
to chlld survlval services, 
percent of chlldren xmmunlzed, 
etc 

The purposes of thls 
"1ndlcatoru menu-system could 

be two-fold The primary 
purpose would be to help 
Mlsslons come up with good 
lndlcators to monitor the 
performance of their programs 
vls-a-vxs their objectlves 
Such a llst would be 
suggestxve, and would reflect 
those lndlcators other 
Mlsslons with simllar 
obj ectlves and program 
approaches have found useful 
and practical Mlsslons would 
of course always have the 
optlon of using then own, 
uniquely-deflned lndicators 
that they flnd useful for 
lnternal management purposes 

However, a second purpose 
also could be built into this 
mdlcator menu-system, whlch 
would "requlreU that dqta be 
gathered and reported for a 
small number (e g one or two) 
of standard lndxcators for 
each Agency goal gnd each 
Agency ob J ect lve The 
"requiredu lndlcators would be 
a small sub-set of the 
wsuggestedw menu-llst, and 
would be llmited to those 
determined to be useful at the 
Agency level to monitor and 
compare results across 
countries, report Agencywlde 
progress, etc Actual values 
for these "requlred1l 
indicators would in many cases 
be provlded from lnternatlonal 
data sources, I£ they exlst, 
and entered lnto the automated 
menu-system But the system 
could also allow Misslons to 
revlew the data for thelr 
country and provlde better, 
more up-to-date, or mlsslng 
data 

For some 
especially In 
areas, and at 

ob-jectlves, 
newer sectoral 
the lowest 



program approach level, the 
state-of-the-art may be such 
that lndlcators cannot be 
"required" or even 
"suggestedu In these cases, 
lt may st111 be posslble to 
s~mply share lnformatlon on 
what lndlcators other Mlssions 
have been commonly uslng, 
glvlng whatever pros and cons 
can be found In some cases, 
the menu-system may slmply 
have to state I1suggested 
lndlcators not avallablew 
untll such tlme they can be 
developed 

Data Collection 

Sources and frequency of data 
co l l ec t~on  

At the Agency goals and 
objectives levels, prlmary 
rellance wlll be placed on 
usmg exlstlng lnternatlonal 
database sources CDIE/ESDS 
(wlth ass~stance from the 
Global Centers, BHR, etc ) 
will take primary 
responslblllty for reporting 
data on these requlred, 
standard lndlcators Mlsslons 
and other relevant operatmg 
unlts wlll be glven the optlon 
to revlew and suggest 
revlslons to CDIE In the data 
from these lnternatlonal 
sources (but wlth CDIE the 
flnal arblter to ensure 
comparablllty) Mlsslons 
mlght also be called upon to 
£111 In data gaps or provlde 
data for lndlcators at these 
hlgher levels for whlch there 
are no lnternatlonal sources 
Some care wlll be requlred to 
avold a process that's long 
and drawn out 

It should be recognized 
that the frequency of data 
collection at these h~gher 
levels wlll typlcally be only 
every few years, both because 
of costs and also because 
progress 1s usually only 
evldent every few years To 
the extent posslble, however, 
efforts should be made to 
lnclude mdlcators and data 
that reveal some change or 
progress every year, perhaps 
by relymg on a number of 
mdlcators, any one of whlch 
may show change on alternate 
years, or by uslng "faster 
movlngw lndlcators where 
posslble 

Another posslble data 
source that deserves serlous 
conslderatlon would be USAID 
centrally-sponsored, multl- 
country surveys ln speclflc 
Agency goal or objective 
areas, as has been done 
successfully In the 
demographlc/health fleld 
Whlle costly, lt may be the 
best solutlon for gathermg 
hlgh-quahty, cross-country 
comparable results data In key 
areas where lxttle data now 
exlsts and where USAID plans 
substantlal investments, e g 
for the environment and 
democracy areas 

To the extent that common 
lndlcators for the Agency 
program approach level can be 
ldentlfled, they wlll most 
llkely not be available from 
lnternatlonal data sources 
(because they are usually 
speclflc to USAID programs) 
Thus, unless USAID centrally- 
sponsored surveys are planned, 
Mlsslons would probably have 
to be the source of thls data 
Frequency should typlcally be 



annual at thls level, so that 
some fast movingu results 
wlll be available, both for 
demonstrating results to 
external audiences and for 
making internal programming 
decisions 

Country coverage 

For which countries 
should data be collected and 
reported for the Framework7 
What are USAID Mlssion 
responsibilities? 

For hlgher level Agency 
goals and objectlves, where 
data is usually available for 
most countries from automated 
lnternational sources, ~t may 
be useful to download and 
analyze data from all 
developing countrles, so that 
progress of various groupings 
of countries can be made 
regardless of whether there 1s 
a USAID program For example, 
development trends and 
progress might be assessed and 
compared for countrles 
receiving and not recelvlng 
USAID assistance In a 
particular program area, for 
countries at different stages 
of development, for specific 
regions, etc 

However, only those USAID 
Missions that have a strategic 
objectlve directly linked to 
an Agency objective and goal 
will be asked to review and 
£111 In gaps in mternational 
data sources for the relevant 
"requlredn Agency goal and 
objectlve lndlcators 

Furthermore, only the 
relatively small group of 
Mlssions who are sharlng a 
common program approach would 

be asked to gather, analyze 
and report results data for 
that approach Indicators 
would be "suggested" not 
"required" at this level, 
recognizing that cross-country 
comparable indicators may not 
be appropriate for all 
Missions sharing a program 
approach, glven the dlverslty 
of activities, and uniqueness 
of country conditions 

Another lssue 1s whether 
all countrles in whlch USAID 
works should be reporting to 
the Agency Framework, or only 
some, such as the "sustainable 
developmentN countries Since 
the Agency Framework 1s 
structured around the 
overarchmg Agency mlssion of 
Nsustainable devel~prnent,~ a 
case might be made for 
limlting data collection and 
reportmg only for those 
Missions in flsustainable 
developmentN countries On 
the other hand, many of the 
Agency's non-sustamable 
development and transition 
countries have maj or 
population, health, 
agriculture, and other 
programs that could be linked 
to the Agency goals and 
objectlves of the Framework 
Also, for the Agency goal of 
lives saved, suf f ering 
reduced and development 
potentlal reinforcedll i e for 
humanitarian assistance and 
alding post-crisls 
transitions, limitlng coverage 
to the sustainable development 
countries would be 
lnapproprlate (a different or 
broader group of countrles 
should be Included) 

A related lssue was 
whether the EN1 reglon 



countrles wlll be following 
and reportlng agalnst the 
Agency Strateglc Framework, or 
wlll contlnue to have then 
own separate results reportlng 
framework Thls has now been 
resolved - -  EN1 wlll be 
adoptlng the Agency Framework 

In conclusion, reportlng 
for the Agency Strateglc 
Framework will be made as 
inclusive as possible of all 
countrles receiving USAID 
assistance For each country, 
results data should be 
gathered, analyzed and 
reported - as appropriate - 
only for those Agency goals, 

does not make much sense 
Settlng speclf~c targets to be 
achleved wlthln speclflc 
tlmeframes can be done 
reasonably well at the 
operatlng unit (country 
Mlsslon) level, but lt is not 
very feaslble at an Agencywlde 
level Whereas Mlsslons can 
speclfy targets for them 
strateglc objectlves based on 
the~r resource levels, 
understanding of country- 
specific conditions, etc , 
thls cannot be "aggregatedu 
easlly Different Mlsslons may 
appropriately identify 
dlfferent targets at dlfferent 
ob~ectlve levels uslnq 

obj ectlves, and program 
approaches towards whlch 
USAID ~lsslon/ operatlng 
1s act~vely worklng 

Settlng Performance 
Targets 

dlrferent mdicators as being 
the w~thin their own particular 
unlt "manageable lnterestW Thus, 

lt would be next to impossible 
to ldent~fy reasonable 
Agencywide targets that are 
wlthln the Agency's 
"manageable lnterestU to 
achleve by a certain tlmeframe 
and wlth certain resources, 

D~ffxcult~es wxth Agency-level 
targets even I£ the issue of 

ldentlfying comparable 

Clearly, the Agency lndlcators were resolved 

should monltor, analyze, and 
report on development trends 
and progress towards achlevlng 
the Agency's mlssion, goals 
and objectlves (uslng cross- 
country comparable 
mdlcators) Such analysls 
could cover all USAID 
countrles, or particular 
groups of countrles, such as 
reglons or those sharlng an 
Agency objectlve 

But, settlng tradltlonal 
lftargetsU (1 e speclflc 
resuLCs by s p z ~ i f i ~  dates) far 
achievement of the Agency 
mlsslon, Agency goals, or 
Agency objectlves probably 

Thresholds fo r  Agency goals 

More reallstic than 
sett~ng Agencywlde targets is 
the establishment of Agency 
"thresholdsn for each goal 
Agency goal indicators will 
track country progress towards 
specific threshold values (a 
type of target, but without 
settlng a speciflc date for 
reachlng lt) , whlch ~f 
achleved would s~gnal 
"graduatlonU from USAID 
assistance for that sector 
(1 e achievement of self- 
sufflclency In that strateglc 
area) In other words, 
passmg the thresholds for a 



partlcular set of indicator 
values would signify when 
enough progress has occurred 
in that strategic area so that 
further USAID assistance 1s no 
longer n~~eded for that 
country Conversely, if a 
country 1s substantially below 
the threshold, this would 
lndlcate a continued need for 
USAID concern and 
interventions In thls sectoral 
area The "key factorsH in the 
Agency Strategy Implementation 
Guidelines (pp 5-10) could be 
used for this 

For example, "threshold 
targetsu for the Agency goal 
of stabilizing World 
populatxon and protecting 
human health might be 

Total fertility rate of 4 
or less 

Chlld (under 5) mortality 
rate per 1000 llve births 
of 150 or less 

STD prevalence among 
women aged 15-30 of 10 % 
or less 

Similarly, thresholds for the 
Agency goal of managmg the 
environment might include 

Quantlflable losses in 
GDP due to natural 
resource depletion of 5 % 
or less 

a Rates of degradation of 
key ecosystems (e g 
deforestation) kept to 1% 
or less per annum 

a Water and air pollution 
kept at or above 
uacceptable" levels for 

human health (defined in 
terms of specific 
concentrations of 
pollutants in water and 
air) 

At the highest Agency 
mission level, the "ultlmateU 
target might be to pass the 
thresholds (1 g graduate to 
self-sufficiency) in all the 
Agency goal areas Thus, 
achieving wsustainable 
developmentN in a particular 
country mlght be signaled when 
the thresholds of all the five 
goals have been accomplished 

Aggregat~ng operat~onal-level 
targets 

Setting targets makes 
most sense at the operatsng 
unit level, where specific 
resources and actlvitles, or 
results packages, are dlrectly 
applied to achleve planned 
results by a speclfic date 
But how can performance 
towards these highly diverse, 
country-speclfic targets be 
aggregated or compared at an 
Agency level? 

Desplte the apparent 
difficulties, Agencywlde 
analysls of operatlng unltsl 
achievement of targets is 
possible One approach, 
already used by CDIE In ~ t s  
annual report on USAID program 
performance, is to sum up how 
many (or what percent of) 
Mlsslons sharlng a partlcular 
Agency ob J ect lve or program 
approach are exceeding or 
meetlng thelr own (operatlng 
unit level) strategic 
objective targets This 
allows some Agencywide 
aggregation, but st111 enables 
Mlsslons to defsne the level 



of objective that they feel 1s 
wlthln thelr own "manageable 
1nterestu to achleve It also 
overcomes the issue of 
different tlmeframes and 
different choice of 
indicators Of course, this 
should be accompanied by a 
more in-depth analysis of 
what's behind the numbers and 
what's happening with those 
exceeding and those falllng 
behlnd then targets 

Also, to the extent that 
some Mlsslons sharing an 
Agency objectlve or a program 
approach may use simllar 
lndlcators, they could be 
compared and analyzed more 
dlrectly (See dlscusslon 
below on analyzing and 
reportmg results) 

See Flgure 12 for a 
summary of the proposed 
treatment of targets for each 
level of the Framework 

Analyzmg and Reportmg 
Agency Results 

Once the strategic plans 
of the Mlssions are linked to 
the Agency Strategic 
Framework, various analytical 
techniques wlll be used to 
descrlbe how the Agency as a 
whole 1s lmplementlng ~ t s  
goals, ob~ectlves, and 
programs For example, 
ncountsv can be given of how 
many Mlsslons have slgnlficant 
objectlves In each Agency goal 
area Slmllar "countsn could 
be glven for numbers of 
Mlsslons sharlng Agency 
objectlves and program 
approaches Slmllarly, how 
much the Agency 1s spendlng Ln 

each of the Agency goal areas 
could be calculated, as could 
spendmg for each Agency 
objectlve and each program 
approach 

At the Agency goal and 
Agency objectlve levels, data 
collected on required, 
standard lndlcators (primarily 
from international sources) 
wlll be used to analyze 
country trends over the long 
term and then association 
wlth USAID contrlbutlons 
Actual trends could be 
compared for various grouplngs 
of countrles, e g progress 
made by all developing 
countrles, all llsustainable 
developmentu countrles, 
reglonal grouplngs, those 
sharing similar Agency goals 
and objectlves For example, 
one mxght expect or hope that 
outcomes for Agency goal or 
objective-level ~ndlcators 
would be greater in countrles 
where USAID has made maIor 
investments than in coytries 
wlth no such programs 

Also, as already 
discussed, actual country 
trends and outcomes for Agency 
goal-level indicators could be 
compared to wthresholdll 
targets set by the Agency for 
each goal area (with the 
"thresholdu value representmg 
a graduation to self- 
suf flglency for the goal 
area But settmg more 
traditional "targetsu 
(expected outcomes by a 
speclf lc date) are probably 
not appropriate for Agency- 
level goals or objectlves, 
glven USAIDfs special context 

Agency program approaches 
1s the level that typically 



interfaces Mlsslon-level 
strateglc objectlves wlth 
Agency-level goals and 
objectlves Usually several 
Mlsslons wlll share or pursue 
simllar program approaches 
Assesslng and l'rolling upu 
results at this level can be 
done several ways For 
example 

Of those Mlsslons sharlng 
a partlcular program 
approach, assessing how 
many of them are 
achieving-or exceeding 
then (Mission-speclf led) 
targets and how many are 
falling behind 

Complllng and analyzing 
"commonI1 indicators, 
where Mlssxons sharlng a 
program approach are 
collectmg comparable 
data 

Glvlng examples from 
indlvldual Mlsslons of 
~ S U C C ~ S S ~ S ~  and 
Nfailuresu in achieving 
their targets, drawing on 
Missions' performance 
monltorlng and evaluation 
lnformatlon 

Linking Program Costs to 
Results 

Recently, durlng a renew 
of this year's annual report 
on USAID program performance, 
Admlnlstrator Brlan Atwood 
requested an analysls of what 
klnds of programs have the 
blggest pay-off In terms of 
results Thls lmplles llnklng 
program costs to results 
How mlght thls be done3 

Performance and 
accompllshlng results should 
be assessed ln relation to 
them costs, especially if 
performance lnformatlon is to 
be used for strateglc 
management of programs and 
resource allocation declslons 
(e g analysls of cost- 
effectiveness of alternative 
program strategies for 
achlevlng an ob~ectlve) 
Moreover, GPRA requlres that 
results be planned and 
assessed in relation to thelr 
costs, and ultimately alms at 
lntroducmg performance-based 
budgeting In Federal agencles 

Under the new automated 
management systems, operating 
unlts wlll be asked to 
identify the "results package" 
(1 e the speciflc set of 
actlvitles, staff, and other 
resources and their associated 
costs) that are needed to 
support achievement of a 
partlcular strategic objective 
(1 e with a speclfic expected 
result or "targetu) Inltlally 
the analysis would compare 
planned costs with planned 
results, but over tlme actual 
costs could be compared wlth 
actual results Thus, 
analysls of program costs 
compared to results should 
become falrly straight-forward 
at the operating unlt level 
Such analyses of program costs 
In relation to performance 
should help gulde declslon- 
maklng and resource 
allocations among programs and 
actlvltles wlthln Mlsslons 

But can such cost- 
effectiveness analyses be done 
Agency-wldep Slnce a 
Mlsslon's strateglc ob~ectlve 
IS expllcltly llnked or 



"hookedu lnto a speclflc 
Agency objectlve, thls should 
enable some preliminary 
analysls of program costs In 
relatlon to Agency results 
However, a report on 
performance-based budgetmg In 
the USAID context warned that 
budget allocation declslons 
based on program performance 
was more approprlate wlthln 
Mlsslons, rather than across- 

14 
M~sslons The llnkages 
between USAID1s investments 
and the country-level progress 
displayed In Agency goal and 
objectlve lndlcators is weak 
and tenuous at best, glven the 
multitude of external factors 
lnfluenclng progress Thus 
analyses attempting to relate 
costs and results at the 
aggregate Agency level should 
proceed wlth caut~on, l f  at 
all It may be more 
approprlate to examme the 
cost-effectiveness of 
alternative program approaches 
or strategies through m-depth 
program evaluations, wh~ch can 
better deal wlth Issues such 
as attrlbutlon, rather than 
solely on the Agency 
performance monltorlng system 

Integratmg Evaluation 
and Perfonmance 
Monitormg 

Performance measurement 
and evaluatlon functions In 
the USAID Mlsslons, whlle 
dlstlnct, can be hlghly 
complementary lf they are 
appropriately coordinated wlth 
each other 

a Performance measurement 
systems monltor whether 
actual results are being 

achleved as planned 
They are bullt around a 
hierarchy of objectlves 
logically llnklng USAID 
actlvltles and resources 
to lntermedlate results 
and hlgher level 
strategic objectives 
through cause-and-effect 
relationships For each 
objectlve, one or more 
mdlcators are selected 
t o  measure performance 
agalnst expllclt targets 
(planned results to be 
achleved by speclfic 
dates) 

Evaluations are deslgned 
to answer questions of 
how and why results were 
or were not achleved 
They often assess the 
speclflc contrlbutlons of 
USAID8s mterventlons to 
results, explore 
unintended results and 
results not easlly 
quantlfled They also 
typically provlde lessons 
and recommendatlons for 
adjustments In program 
strategies or actlvltles 

USAID needs to know not 
only what results were 
achleved (vla the monltorlng 
system) , but also how and why, 
and what actlons to take to 
improve performance further 
Whlle performance monltorlng 
may be more dlrectly related 
to uaccountability-for- 
results", evaluatlon 1s a 
necessary, complementary tool 
for lmprovmg program 

15 management Flgure 13 
clarlfles some of the dlstinct 
yet complementary roles of 
performance measurement and 
evaluatlon 



Thus, lnformatlon from 
performance measurement 
systems should be closely 
llnked wlth evaluatlons 
Performance monitorlng 
lnformation wlll often 
"trlggerU or lgflagn the need 
for an evaluatlon, especially 
when there are unexpected 
l1gapsU between actual and 
expected results Depending 
on at what level there's 
unanticipated trouble, 
evaluatlons may be needed at 
the actlvlty level, at the 
level of lntermedlate results 
or at the strateglc objective 
level Not only £allures to 
achieve targets, but also 
unexpected successes deserve 
speclal evaluatlons 

Whlle Mlsslons should 
contlnue to use evaluation to 
understand operational 
problems and assess lndlvidual 
actlvitles, wlth a clear 
results framework In place, 
Mlsslons wlll also have a need 
to evaluate strategically - 
that IS, assess the broader 
development hypotheses Such 
strateglc evaluations assess 
the performance of entlre 
groups of actlvlties all 
dlrected at a common strateglc 
ob-~ ectlve (or lntermedlate 
result) , analyze causal 
lxnkages and the relatlve 
effectiveness of alternative 
lnterventlons and approaches 
Thus, these broader program 
evaluatlons are more useful 
for strateglc declslon-maklng 
--  not only for Mlsslon 
Directors but also 
USAID/Washlngton senlor 
managers faclng dec~slons 
about what program approaches 
and strategies to promote and 
whlch to abandon to more 

The new performance 
monltorlng and evaluatlon 
guidance (pollcles and 
essential procedures) seeks to 
underscore the complementarlty 
of these two related 
functions, and the need to 
coordinate them closely 
Misslons are belng encouraged 
to conduct evaluatlons where 
performance monitorlng 
lnformation mdlcates 
unexpected results, whether 
thls 1s at the level of 
strateglc ob-Jectlves, 
lntermedlate results, or 
lndlvldual activlty outputs 

Moreover, supplementary 
guldance wlll be needed to 
develop methodologies and 
tools for conducting broader 
program ( or ;6strateglc11 ) 
evaluations Not only 
generlc methodologies, but 
ultimately program-speclfic 
guldance may be needed 

Can evaluatlon lnformat~on be 
more read~ly llnked wlth 
performance monltorlng data? 

Some way of easlly 
llnklng ~nformatlon from 
evaluations completed by 
operating unlts to their 
respective strateglc oblectlve 
(or lntermedlate result) would 
be useful for "~nformatlon 
sharlngu wlthln the Agency 
For example, ~t would 
facll~tate CDIE1s task of 
preparing the Agency annual 
report on program performance 
by llnklng together 
quantltatlve data on results 
achleved (the monltorlng 
system) wlth more qualltatlve 
analyses of how and why we 



performed well or poorly, and 
what we can do to Improve 
performance (the evaluatlon 
system) It could also serve 
other Agency needs such as 
(a) meetlng urgent needs for 
lnformatlon from the Flfth 
Floor on uresults~ In any 
number of program areas, (b) 
comlng up with  success 
storlesl' for the Congresslonal 
Presentation or for 
Congresslonal requests, and 
(c) f indlng "case hlstorles If 
explamlng how and why results 
were achleved to accompany 
performance lnformatlon for 
OMBrs Spring Renews of GPRA, 
etc 

One suggestion is for 
llnklng evaluatlon lnformatlon 
through the automated results 
tracklng (performance 
measurement and reporting) 
system Thm mlght be done by 
allowlng for a "textual fieldn 
to lncorporate relevant 
evaluatlon mformatlon for 
every obj ectlve (result) level 
of an operatmg unit's results 
framework Thus, I£ targets 
are not met or are exceeded, a 
"ratlonaleW for the gap could 
be glven, based on evaluations 
or other analyses 17 

The USAID Strateglc 
Framework and GPRA 
Requ~rements 

Does the USAID Strateglc 
Framework meet requirements of 
the Government Performance and 
Results Act (GPRA) of 19937 
Whlle terminology may dlffer 
somewhat, the basic concepts 
and structure of the Agency 
Strateg~c Framework is 
consistent wlth the GPRA 

However, USAID does not "flt" 
the model completely because 
of ~ t s  specla1 mlsslon, 
features and circumstances as 
a development agency that sets 
~t apart from domestlc 
programs 

USAID operates in 
dlfferent countries with 
dlfferent contexts 
whereas most federal 
agencies typically 
operate only I n  the U S 

USAID plays only a 
supportmg role for 
programs that are 
ultimately the 
responsiblllty of foreign 
reclplent governments and 
organlzatlons 

Development results are 
generally very long term 
proposltlons compared to 
domestlc program goals 

The substantive range of 
USAID actlvltles 1s very 
broad compared to 
domestlc agencles which 
generally focus on a 
speclflc program area 
(e g agriculture, 
education, etc ) 

However, some varlatlon 
should not be a problem 
Federal Agencles are not 
expected to lnvarlably use 
"standard" GPRA terms and 
deflnltlons, according to an 
OMB memorandum for the Heads 
of Executive Departments and 
Agencles on I1Sprlng Revlew of 
Program Performance" ( March 3, 
1995, Attachment E Pr~mer on 
Performance Measurement) The 
memo acknowledged that "No 
standard deflnltlons currently 
exlst Varlatlons or 



dlvlslons of these deflnitlons 
can be found In other Federal 
Programs as well as non- 
Federal measurement 
taxonomies The 
nomenclature of measures 
cannot be rlgidly applied " 
Moreover, the memo 
acknowledges particular 
measurement difficulties In 
the area of foreign affalrs 

The following paragraphs 
compare speclfic GPRA 
requlrements for strateglc 
plans, annual performance 
plans and performance reports, 
and discusses how the USAID 
Framework deals with them 

GPRA requlres Federal 
Agencles to submlt multl-year 
strateglc plans (covering at 
least a 5 yF8ar perlod) 
contalnlng 

a comprehensive mission 
statement coverlng the 
major functions and 
operations of the agency, 

general goals and 
objectives for the major 
functions and yperations 
of the agency, 

a descrlptlon of the 
approach to be taken to 
achieve the general goals 
and objectlves, 

a descrlptlon of how the 
performance goals 
mcluded In the 
performance plan (See 
below) shall be related 
to the general goals and 
objectlves of the 
strateglc plan, 

ldentlflcatlon of 
external factors that may 

influence achievement of 
the general goals and 
ob] ect lves , and 

description of program 
evaluations used ln 
establishing or revising 
general goals or 
objectlves and a schedule 
of future program 
evaluatlons 

The Agency Strategic 
Framework (which will be the 
basls for USAID1s strategic 
plan) follows these 
requlrements qulte closely, 
since it lncludes 

an Agency misslon 
statement, 

Agency goal2 and 
objectlves 

a program approaches 
(strategies used to 
achieve goals and 
objectives) , 

a an approach for llnking 
the strateglc objectives 
of operating units 
(included In thelr 
strategic plans) to the 
Agency  goal^^ and 
ob~ectlves, 

new evaluation guidance 
emphasizing that 
operatrng unlts should 
conduct program 
evaluatlons that 
complement thelr program 
performance systems, 
assess why and how 
results packages/ 
actlvltles were 
successful or not In 
achlevlng thelr strateglc 
obj ectlves, and recommend 

22 act lons 



GPRA also requlres annual 
performance plans and 
performance reports covermg 
each program actlvlty The 
performance plans are to be 
submitted colncldent to (and 
consistent wlth) the agency's 
budget document The 
performance plans ~nclude 
requirements for 

establlshlng performance 
goals to deflne the level 
of performance to be 
achleved by a program 
actlvlty 

express such performance 
goals ln objectlve, 
q u a n t ~ f  lable  , and 
measurable form 

establ~sh performance 
lndlcators to be used rn 
measurmg and assessing 
the relevant outputs and 
outcomes of each actlvlty 

provlde a basls for 
comparing actual program 
results wlth the 
establlshed performance 
goals 

The performance reports 
requlre 

a renew the success of 
achlevlng the performance 
goals of the flscal year 

a where a performance goal 
has not been met, explaln 
why and what actlon 1s 
recommended 

a lf the performance goal 
1s lmpractlcal or 
~nfeaslble, why that's 
the case and what actlon 
1s recommended 

summaries of program 
evaluation flndlngs 
completed durlng the 
flscal year 

In the USAID context, 
settlng Nperformance goals 
equates wlth settlng "targetsn 
and 1s done at the level of 
"strateglc objectlvesN of the 
lndlvldual operatlng unlts 
( e g  countryMlsslons) In 
the Mlsslons' strateglc plans, 
"targetsm (expected results to 
be accomplished by speclflc 
dates, usually 5 - 8 years 
away) are establlshed for each 
strateglc objectlve and then 
actual performance 1s 
monltored annually (or 
perlodlcally) ~owards 
achlevlng thls target Thus, 
USAIDqs performance 
measurement system does the 
klnd of performance plannmg, 
monltorlng, analysls and 
reporting recommended m the 
GPRA, but at the operatlng 
unlt (Mxsslon) level only 
These annual performance plans 
and reports prepared by the 
operatlng unlts are called 
"Results Report and Resource 
Request (4R) Reports As 
explamed elsewhere , In the 
USAID context lt does not make 
sense to set Agencywlde 
performan~e goals (1 e 
targets) 

However, Mlsslon-level 
performance can be summarlzed 
(1 e "rolled upM) for each 
Agency program strategy In a 
varlety of ways, e g 

(1) by countlng the 
number of Mlsslons 
achlevlng or exceedmg 
then- targets, 



( 2 )  by complllng common 
lndlcators Mlsslons are 
tracklng for a particular 
program approach, or 

( 3 )  by givlng examples of 
speciflc Mission efforts, 
both successes and 
f allures 

These techniques are typically 
used by CDIE In the 
preparation of USAID1s annual 
report on program 
performance 24  

See flgure 14 for a 
comparison of GPRA 
requirements (and terminology) 
with USAID1s approach 



I Some Reglonal Bureaus may wlsh to establ~sh and track thelr 
own reglonal objectlves for lnternal reporting purposes, but thls 
wlll not be an expllclt part of the Agency Framework 

2 Some ed~tlng llbertles were taken to ensure consistency among 
the flve sectoral frameworks and to state objectlves as results 

3 These four natlonal interests are based on a PPC paper drafted 
by M ~ k e  Crosswell 

4 Achlevlng sustainable development LS the Agency's overall 
mlsslon accordmg to the pollcy paper S t r a t e g l e s  for S u s t a m a b l e  
Development However, llsustalnable developmentu may not entLre3.y 
capture the purpose of all posslble Agency actlvltzes, for 
example, for many EN1 or BHR programs 

5 Based on the five chapters of the S t r a t e g l e s  fur Sus ta lnable  
Development 

6 However, at the hlgher levels, Mlsslons should probably be 
prepared to justify why they chose to go beyond the objectlves 
stated In the Framework, slnce thls represents Agency pollcy 
guldance as expressed In the Strategsres for S u s t a m a b l e  
Development 

7 However, four levels may not go 'flow11 enough to capture all 
Mlsslonsr strateglc objectlves 

8 Some have argued that we should not yet rule out the 
possiblllty of dolng the same for program approach mdicators, 
although perhaps on a selective basis (some strategies lend 
themselves better to quantlflcatlon and measurab~llty than 
others) That IS, perhaps for some program approaches there may 
exlst a few good indicators that could be easlly collected and 
compared and thus should be "required 

9 We recognize, however, the l~mltatlons of many of these 
lnternatlonal database sources They are typically several years 
out-of-date and sometimes use extrapolated rather than actual 
data polnts For many areas of lnterest to USAID, especially for 
democracy and the environment, readlly available lnternatlonal 
sources may be scarce or have llmlted coverage 

1 0  For example, one Mlsslon mlght clalm the target of their 
strateglc objective to be "achleve a contraceptive prevalence 
rate of 35% by 1999 A second mlght have "reach a total 
fertlllty rate of 3 by 2002  " Yet a thlrd mlght have "increase 
number of famlly plannmg workers to 2000  by 1998 And yet 
other Mlsslons wlth famlly plannmg programs mlght have yet other 
unlque ob-Jectlves, ~ndlcators, target dates, etc Thls could not 
be translated Into a slngle Agencywlde target uslng one 



comparable lndlcator and one speclflc date 

11 Slmply achlevlng the mdlcator "threshold targets" should 
not be rlgldly mterpreted as a "trlggerI1 to abandon a sector, 
but rather as a "flag" that more ~n-depth analysis 1s needed of 
whether or not continued USAID involvement is warranted Such 
analysls should consider lssues such as the sustainablllty of 
accomplishments (e g the existence of the institutional 
capability to maintam the progress made), and whether the 
overall thresholds established at the country level mask great 
Internal dlsparlties 

12 Such analysls and interpretation of the data would need to be 
done carefully, because there are so many exogenous factors 
lnfluenclng country-level progress besides USAID1s relatively 
small Inputs For example, if USAID pollcy stresses lnvestlng In 
those sectors where the problems and needs are the most severe, 
~ t ' s  entlrely posslble that country macro-level analysls of 
trends would flnd performance actually lower where we have 
programs 

13 See Sectlon on "Should there be Agency-level targetsT1I Again, 
one needs to approach analysls of threshold targets wlth cautlon 
and flexiblllty rather than with rigld rules Achieving a 
threshold may mask signlflcant regional dlsparltles within a 
country or lack of recipient country capaclty to sustaln 
achievements 

14 See Allan Schlck, A Performance-based Budgeting System for 
the Agency for Internatzonal Development, June 1993 

15 Moreover, GPRA requires that agencles conduct program 
evaluatlons in conjunction wlth performance monitormg, explarn 
why programs falled and what action 1s recommended (See sectlon 
17 on the GPRA) 

16 Developmg methodologles for Mlsslons to use In such 
strateglc or program evaluatlons 1s st111 in ~ t s  lnfancy A 
PRISM contract team has just recently completed ~ t s  first 
"program evaluat~on~, of the El Salvador Mlsslonfs economlc 
growth strateglc ob-~ectlve It should yleld some methodologles 
and tools for thls type of evaluatlon, especially In analyzing 
llnkages and cause-effect relatlonshlps among the varlous levels 
of results In a results framework CDIEts experience wlth program 
evaluatlon methods may also be relevant 

17 For example, the textual fleld mlght Include "Summary" 
lnformatlon on the evaluatlonts flndlngs, evldence llnklng 
results to USAIDts actlvltles, analysls of why performance was 
good or poor, recommendatlons offered, and actlons taken by the 
operating unlt There mlght even be a mechanism to allow the 



user to easlly access the full text of the evaluation document 

18 Agenc~es may chose to develop separate strateglc plans for 
component organlzatlons or functions, but these separate plans 
must be subsequently lncorporated lnto a slngle Agency-wlde 
document (page 2 1 ) 

19 In the GPRA, the general goals are long-term and need not be 
ln quantltatlve or measurable form, but should be expressed In a 
manner that allows future assessment of whether the goal 1s 
achleved 

20 Whlle not requlred by GPRA, USAID would monltor trends In 
lndlcators at the Agency goals and objectives level, and analyze 
long-term progress towards thresholds of self-sustalnablllty 

21 See sectlon on "How wlll the strateglc plans of operatmg 
unlts be llnked to the Agency Strategic Framework?" 

22 See sectlon on IfHow wlll evaluations be integrated wlth 
performance monltormg?" 

23 See Sectlon on "Should there be Agency-level Targets?" 

24 See sectlon on techniques for analyzing and reporting 
results 

- 
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U S National Interest 

U S economic opportun~ty promoted 

Figure 3 Agency Strategic Framework 
U S National Interests, Agency Mission and Agency Goals 

U S National Interest 

U S protected against 
specific global dangers 

I U S National Interest I I U S  National Interest 

Prospects for peace I I Humanitarian and other 
and stability enhanced complex crises prevented 

I Agency Mission I 
SUSTAlNABLE DEVELOPMENT 

I Agency Goal I 
Broad based economlc 

growth ach~eved 

Agency Goal I 
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Agency Goal 
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and human health protected 
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Agency Goal Agency Goal 

Environment managed for Lives saved, suffering 
long term sustainab~l~ty reduced and development 

potent~al remforced 



Ftgure 4: 1995-96 USAlD Strategic Framework: 
Agency Missions, Goals and Objectives r 

USAlD M~ss~on 
Sustarnable Development 

Agency Goal I 

growth achieved 

I Agency Goal 2 Agency Goal 3 
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stab~l~zed and human 
health protected rn a 
sustamable fash~on 

I Sustarnable democracres 
Agency Goal 4 
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for long-term 
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Agency Objectwe 3 1 
Sustarnable reduction rn 
unrntented pregnancies 

Agency Goal 5 
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reduced & development 
potentral rernforced 

Agency Objectrve 1 1 Agency Objectwe 2 1 

conserved 
human~tar~an crises 

reduced 

I law and respect for / 
I human Aghts I 

Agency Objectwe 3 2 Agency Objective 2 2 

competltlve pol~tlcal 
processes 

opportunity for the poor threat reduced 

Agency Objectrve 4 3 

mdustr~al pollutron human product~v~ty 
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of polrtrcally actrve crvll 
society 

maternal mortality 
Agency Objectwe 5 3 

Securtty establ~shed & 
basic lnstltutrons 

functronrng to meet 
cr~t~cal needs and 

bas~c r~ghts 
Agency Object~ve 2 4 

accountable government 
rnstltutrons 

Agency Objectwe 4 4 

envrronmentally sound 
energy servlces 

I Agency Objectrve 3 4 ( 
Sustamable reductron In 

STllHlV transmissions 
among key populat~ons 

Agency Object~ve 4 5 

resource management 



F~gure 5: 1995-96 Economic Growth 
Strateg~c Framework 

Broad-based economic 
growth ach~eved 

Agency Program Approaches 

I )  lmproved pol~ctes, laws and 
regulations governing markets 

2) Strengthened inst~tut~ons that 
reenforce and support 
competltrve markets 

3) Investment In Infrastructure 
supported 

4) Accelerated transfer of 
technology 

5)  lmproved marketing information 
and dissemmation 

I Agency Objectwe 1 2 

oppbrtunrty for the poor 

Agency Program Approaches 

I )  Regulatory, legal and 
~nstltutlonal env~ronments 
made more equ~table 

2) Expanded access to formal I financ~al services 

3) Expanded access to technology, 
mformatron and outreach servlces 

4) Expanded economlc opportunlt~es 
for women 

5) Expanded economc opportumtres 
In disadvantaged geographic areas 
andlar among disadvantaged groups 

Agency Objective 1 3 

Increased rnvestment In human 
productrvrty through basrc 

educatron 

Agency Program Approaches 

( 1) lmproved educat~onal pol~cy 
environment 

2) lmproved educat~onal 
instltutlons 

3) lmproved teach~ng, currrcula 
and educat~onal materials I 



Frgure 6: 1995-96 Democracy 
Strategrc Framework Agency Goal 2 

I 

Agency Objectwe 2 I 

Strengthened rule of law 
and respect for human r~ghts 

Agency Program Approaches 

I) Legal protect~on of c~tlzens' 
r~ghts and mterests ensured 

2) Enhanced fa~rness of the 
admin~stration of justice 

3) Improved timelmess of 
the adm~n~stration of justice 

4) lncreased c~t~zsn pressure for 
conformity with lnternatlonal 
human r~ghts standards 

Agency Objective 2 2 
- 

More genuine & compet~t~ve 
pol~t~cal  processes 

I Agency Program Approaches 

1) Impartial and open electoral 
laws and regulat~ons created 

2) More ~mpartial and effect~ve 
electoral administration created 

1 3) Better mformed electorate 

4) lmproved local and 
mternational monitoring 

5) Polrt~cal parties made more 
responsive to constituents 

I 
Agency Program Approaches 

1) Legislation promoted that 
encourages organizat~on 
and operation of CSOs 

2) Strengthened cw~l soc~ety's 
oversight of state tnst~tut~ons 

3) lncreased effect~veness of 
CSO management 

4) lncreased democratic 
governance withm CSOs 

5) lncreased CSO partic~pat~on 
rn policy formulation and 
implementation 

6) lncreased acceptance of 
democrat~c (CIVIC) values, 
includmg the principles of 
equality and access for women 
and disadvantaged groups 

7) More effect~ve and mdependent 
media expanded 

Agency Objective 2 4 
More transparent and 

accountable government 
~nst~tut~ons 

I 

Agency Program Approaches 

I) lncreased local government 
participation In decls~on-mak~ng 

2) lncreased c~t~zen access to 
government informat~on 

3) Strengthened mechanisms to 
promote ethical standards In 
government 

4) lncreased civihan control over 
m~l~tary and pohce forces 

5 )  Strengthened effectiveness 
and independence of legislatures 

* Civil society organuations include labor 
unions, NGOs, human rights groups, etc 



Figure 7: 1995-96 Population, Health 
and Nutrit~on 

Agency Goal 3 
Stabhzed world's populat~on and 

human health protected In a 
sustalnable fa sh~on  

I 

Agency Program Approaches 

I) New andlor lmproved 
approaches and technology 
developed 

2) Technology and skllls 
transf~erred 

3) lmproved the host 
country envlronment 

4) lncreased use of high 
quallty, sustalnable 
S ~ N I C ~ S  

Agency Program Approaches 

1) New andlor lmproved 
approaches and technology 
developed 

2) Technology and skllls 
transferred 

3) lmproved the host 
country envlronment 

4) lncreased use of h~gh 
quality, sustalnable 
services 

I 

Agency Objective 3 3 

Sustainable reduct~on In 
maternal mortal~ty 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) New andlor Improved 
approaches and technology 
developed 

2) Technology and skllls 
transferred 

3) lmproved the host 
country envlronment 

4) lncreased use of high 
quallty, sustalnable 
servlces 

STllHIV t r a n s m ~ s s ~ o n  
among key populat~ons 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) New andlor improved 
approaches and technology 
developed 

2) Technology and skllls 
transferred 

3) lmproved the host 
country envlronment 

4) lncreased use of high 
quallty, sustalnable 
servlces 



F~gure 8: 1995-96 Environment 
Strategic Framework 

I Agency Goal 4 

Agency Objective 4 2 Agency Objectwe 4 3 

Global cl~mate change Decreased urban and 
conserved threat reduced rndustrial pollutron envwonmentally sound 

I I ( I energy senkes I 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) lncreased access to water 
and sanrtatron servrces 

2) Environmental regulatrons 
establrshed and enforced 

1 3) Pollutron preventron and 
control promoted 

1 ) Improved management 
of protected areas 

2) Sustarnable use of 
b~ologlcal resources 
promoted 

3) Ex-srtu conservatron 
of genetrc drversrty 
supported 

Agency Program Approaches 

I) Reduced greenhouse 
gas emrssrons from 
energy use 

2) Reduced greenhouse 
gas emrssrons from 
land use 

3) Adaptatron to clrmate 
change assrsted 

1 1) lncreased energy 
efficrency 

2) lncreased use of 
renewable energy 

3) lnnovatrve clean 
technologres rntroduced 

I- 
Agency Objectwe 4 5 

- 
Sustainable natural 

resource management 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) Forests sustarnably 
managed 

2) Water resources 
managed 

3) Agrrculture sustamably 
practtced 

4 )  Coastal zones 
managed 



F~gure 9 '1995-96 Human~tar~an 
Ass~stance Strateg~c Framework 1 Agency Goal 5 I - - 

Lwes saved, suffermg 
reduced and development 

( potent~al reinforced 1 

I Agency Object~ve 5 1 Prevent~on I 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) Vulnerable populations and 
potentla1 Impact of natural and 
complex disasters Identified 

2) Strengthened instltutlons whlch 
conduct preventlt~ve d~plomacyl 
conflict resolut~on, early warnlng, 
environmental protect~on, d~saster 
m~tlgat~on, preparedness and rellef 

3) Coordination mechan~sms 
established, mformat~on shared and 
exchanged wlth other donor 
governments, reg~onal and inter- 
nat~onal organ~zat~ons, and r~vate 8 sector, ~ncludlng PVOslNG s 

4) Research conducted Into new 
technologres, technrques and 
pract~ces wh~ch save l~ves 

Agency Objectwe 5 2 Rehef 

Urgent needs met In 
crlsls situations institutions functlonlng to meet 

cr~t~cal needs and bas~c rights 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) Timely, effectwe and targeted 
emergency rel~ef rov~ded to 
meet cr~t~cal nee cf s of targeted 
groups, lncludlng women and 
children 

2) Enhanced short-term food securlty 

3) Integrated emergency act~vitles 
w~th other donors and relief 
organlzatlons 

Agency Program Approaches 

1) Enhanced local security, especrally 
through dernob~litat~on and dem~n~ng 

2) Strengthened local governance and 
~nst~tut~ons that promote reconcihat~on 
and reduce tens~ons 

3) Improved ~ntegrat~on of human~tar~an 
and development assistance 

4) Cr~t~cal soclal and hys~cal 
~nfrastructure reha l?l ilitated (e g , 
roads, bridges, schools, clin~cs, and 
~rngation) 



Flgure 10. Agency Strateglc Framework: The LINK between the Agency 
Strateglc Pramework and Operatmg U n ~ t  Results Framework 
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Figure 1 1  - Relationship of Agency & Operattng 
Unit Strategtc Plans 
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mtermedtate results intermediate results intermed~ate results 
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Figure 12: Agency Strategic Framework: 
Proposed Treatment of Indlcators & Targets 

U.S. Natlonal 
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No Targets 

No Targets 
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No Targets 

( Agency Program I 
Suggested Indcators*' 

No Targets 

*Ind~cators w~th standard cross-country comparable defin~t~ons data prlrnar~ly from ~nternabonal sources 

**lnd~cators w~th slmctar defin~t~ons commonly shared by Mlss~ons data pr~manly form Mlss~on sources 





1, * 
F~gure 14: Elements of Performance Measurement System: 
Compar~son of GPRA and USAW 
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